Subj: NARTU Alsmeda AAR ser 4-68A concerning A-4A BuNo 142160
accident occurring 14 January 1968, pilot COVILL

1. The subject report and all endorsements thereon have been reviewed.
Commander, Naval Aviation Safety Center concurs with the comments and
recommendations of the Aircraft Accident Board as modified by
subsequent endorsers.

2. The cause of this accident has been recorded at the NAVAVNSAFECEN
as follows:

a. PRIMARY FACTOR: PILOT (comtinuing VFR flight into IFR conditioms.

b. CONTRIBUTING FACTORS:

(1) PILOT (poor mavigation plamning).

(2) OTHER PERSONNEL--supervisory (pilot of other aircraft—-
allowing flight to continue VFR into IFR conditions when acting as
flight leader).

(3) WEATHER (below minimums fo
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At 15170, NARTU Alameda Operations was nctified by the NAS M"
Tower that both alroraft were overdue. A tower check at this time with
Lemocore, Fallon, Hamilton, McClellan and Cakland Center revealed no contact
with either aircraft. At 16480, a communications search was commenced
with all ststions/fields in the area. The results of this ssarch was

negative,

At 19250, the Llst Air Resous Squadron at Hamilton AFB launched a C-130
adrcraflt for continued communications search.

No NARTU Alameda alreraft were launched on the search dué to darkness
and deteriorating weather.

At 23500, the Alr Rescue C-1% aircraft retwmned and landed at Huum.\
AFB with negative results

At O74L5U, 15 January 1968, lsunching of NARTU search aircraft under the
direction of the Llst Alr Rescus Squadron began. A total of eleven (11)
search flights were made by NARTU aircraft om this date. All areas were

At 1355V, Air Rescue Hamilton advised that they had a report from a
civilian that ba had heard a muffled explosion at about 1LOOU, 1k January
1968, between Ouinda, California and Bsparto, California.

At LL2TU, NARTU S2D 60-160 was launched to search this area which is
approxisately sixty miles north of NAS Alameda. At 1545U, KARTU 6G-160
advised that they had located what was believed to be the wreckage of both
aireraft LLNM on radial 190° of the Williams VOR. At 171LU, MARTU SH-3lJ
60-30k was launched to the crash scene.

At 1721V, Air Rescue Hamilton advised that two paramedics had parachuted
5 the ground near the wreckage and were spproaching it om foot. At 19250,
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3. The AAR Board arrived and lended near the crash site at 0800U,
Iavestigation of the crash site/wrecksge was tommenced and approval
received from the 7olo County Gorormer Lo remove the remains of the pilots
via Navy helicopter to the Oak Kmnoll Naval Hospital., As iously veported,
the crash site was northeast of the small. town cof Guinda, iformia.

- -

Jan 68,

be The nicoyalt crashed on & heading of approximately C3OV magnetic about
three (3) miles northesst of the towm of Ouinda at approximately the 1100°
MSL level of & i971°' high rountain ridge. ’
5S¢ The Lmpact craters of both airoraft and the wreckage _..tril ion
sstablished the fact that *he aircraft were in ormati.n at ths 1omd of
impact, LCUR COVILL in BUNO L2160 was lsading ‘he [light and L.DR MEADER o
BUNO 137017 was in a step dowm left echelon position. LCDR “OV'LL'S airer- .t
contadted the ground 1o a near wings leve. condition aear « .5=30"uose dowm
angle:. LODR MEADER's aircraft comtacted the ground in a slight Mght wing ]
down ¢ondition &b near a 25.%° nose down angle. LCDR MEADEK's aircraft ‘
appeared to have been in the process of mov g t0 a Jloser wing position

at the time of impact,

6. Impact was at & high speed as evidenced by the total destructiom of both
alreraft and the great distance along the flight path and on the far hillside
that wreckage parts were blown. !

T« The wreckage was inspected thoroughly by the Board and the following
additional determinations made:

a, Explosion of both aircraft occurred immediately upon contact, which
is substantiated by the lack of continuity of any alrcraft sections and
damage %o trees and terrsin area immediately forward of the impact point
(enslosure (2), phote #2). There were numerous pieces of all sections of
the aircraft intermingled from the point of impact throughout the wreckage
area. Also, most of the aircraft accessories were broken from explosion
were scattered throughout the wreckage area. ]
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area as the other wreckage. The seat rocket in LCDR COWJLL's airczaft
broken where the launcher breech and launcher tube join. The booster
was still live. The canopy bungee, which is actuated in the primary
movement of the face curtain, was never actuated in LCUR MEADER's sircraftd
(enclosure ®).

8. The following pertinent facts were determined during the ensuing
investigation:

a. Both airoraft were filled to capacity (one (1) full cemterline drop
tank and intermal fuel). Allowing for ptart, taxi time, take-off and 0+13
minutes of flight time, the aircraft weighed approximately 16,000 pounds at
the time of the accident

9. Avallable records pertaining to the pilots involved were reviewed by the
Board. The following was determined:

-~ series aircraft in August, 1963,
%Mfcmm. He had a
flight time in all types 2350 hours in jet
aircraft. TONR COVILL completed the A-4 NATOPS written exam op 10 Nov 67
flew his last A-L NATOPS check flight Ndvember 1966. This particu-
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adreraft (A-h, P-2, and 7-33). In December 1967, he
? fly the A~ type aircraft only in order to maintain des ‘
flight hour requirements.

10. Investigation revealed the following additional puo& factors:

Review of both pilots' activities during the preceding 24 hours (emclosure 1)
revealed that LCDi MEADER had less thar his normal sleep the night before
the accident, having stayed up at a neighbor's p cards until 1 M
(enclosure 1). LCDR MEADER had flown one previous 1.6 hour flight the day of
the accident which would have had no bearing on the accident. An autopsy on the
remains of both pilote revealed notling pertinent. Striated muscle specimens
were submitted to AFIP for lactic acid tests No other suitable specimens
were obtained. Results of these tests, if pertinent, will be forwarded at a
later date,

11, The Board deliberated at great length on the question as to why two
mature pilots with the background and training LCDR MEADER and LCDR COVILL had,
would file for a low level Sandblower flight under the existing weather
conditions,

The weather at Ukiah (the nearest weather station in the mofntain areas
north of Alameda) at 1LOOU was reported to be ESTIMATED 600 BROKEN, 1300
OVERCAST, 2 MILES VISIBILITY, LIGHT RAIN AND POG, TEMP 52°, DEW POINT 51°
(enclosure 11). Sacramento FAA Radar reports and San Francisco flash
advisories issued for the pericd covering 1300-1500U indicated extremely low
ceilings, light to moderate rain and poor visibility in all areas of Northern
California (morth of Alameda). Various cloud/weather layers from the surface
uwp to 20,000 were reported,

The pilots filed s iucal flight plan which requires that they check the
weather phone or othar means., There was no indication of a weather briefing
on the flight pian other than LCDR MEADER 's signature under the finely
printed statement that the weather was VFR and forecast to remain so for the
duration of their flight.

This particular Sandblower route was flown by two (2) Selected Reserve
pilots between 0930-1135U the same day as the accident.
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The Board could only conclude that the pilots involved either did not
attampt to get a weather brief for the Sandblower route or that they only
ts and felt the weather in between these

The Board discussed the legality and advisability of flying Sandblower
flights on a local (DD-1080) flight plan vs a DD-175. Had the pilots filed
DD-175 or complied with the local regulations for use of the local DD=1080
arm in connection with ite use for Sandblower {lights, a proper weather
brisfing would have been accomplished. As far as the Board could determine,

a local (DD-10B0) flight plan was legal in all respects for this particular
flight; howevel, the advisability of its use for a Sandblower flight is
Questionable.” Various pilots were interviewed concerning the weather briefing
that they receive when using the DD-1080. Briefings received were found to be
varied; most pilots interviewed statad that they always phoned weather and
received a complete weather briefing, others stated that they did not when
the weathsr was obviously good.

e

The procedures used and the instructions followed by the NAS Alameda
Fleet Weather office were irwestigated by the Board., The Fleet Weather
folder and the procedures used for briefing Sandblower routes
adequate.

as shown in enclosure (11) indicates very obviously that the
8B-225 route weather was below the minimums of 3000' ceiling and 5 miles
most of the route.
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It is obvious, therefore, that the pilots violated FAL, NAS Alameda and
COMFAIR Alameda instructions when they attempted to pursue the flight.

A review of past flight schedules revealed that LCDR MEADER and LCDR
COVILL were previously scheduled for a NATOPS/Sandblower flight on Friday,
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At this time and after passing wvest to east over the main coastal

the pilots probably assumed that they were clear of thé range
over the Sacramento Valley area. With this assumption and
holes in the overcast and seeing the valley below, they may
have decided to descend below the overcast through breaks in the clouds, Om
descending, they flew into moderate to heavy rain with little to no forward
visibility. Very shortly thereafter, they impacted into a short secondary
range of hills at the 1100' MSL level, three (3) miles northeast of the towm
of Guinda. Several Guinda residents approximately 2-3 miles southwest of the
sccident site heard the impact/explosion at approximately 1400U. These same
persons vhen interviewed, verified that at the time of the accident, there
wvas moderate to heavy rain, very low ceilings, very low visibility and that
the hills were completely shrouded in clouds (enclosure 7).,

Several reports of the explosion sound were made to the local constable
and at about 2330U he notified the sheriff's office in Woodland, California
vhich in turn supposedly notified military authorities of the explosioms,
However, neither the Air Rescue Squadron nor NARTU Alameda received this
information until 1355V on 15 January for reasons unknown.

12, MAINTENANCE FACTORS

Maintenance, servicing and ground handling personnel are not considered
a factor in this accident, All applicable and pertinent aircraft, engine,

SPECIAL MANDLING REQUIRED IN ACCORDANCE WITH OPNAV INST 3750,6F
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No material failure or malfunctions were discovered by the Board members.

e
.
o 15. PACILITIES . .
" Pacilities are not considersd to have been a_contributing factor in this
16, NATOPS
', There were no NATOPS requirements or procedures considered to be a factor |
‘ in this accident. No changes to the present NATOPS manual are recommended,
’ -
1 SPECIAL HANDLING REQUIRED IN ACCORDANCE WITH OPNAV INST J750,6F
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4. That the veather the SB-225 route was below the 'm
for this flight. ; 52 B
5. That FAA, NAS £s and COMPAIR Alameds instructions regarding VFR/

“h:"m-' ted during this flight. .
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pressure of the

7. Additional contributing factors may have been

sleep leading to some fatigue, (2) a moderate anxiety level due tos

1
a. Severalrepeated failures to get the scheduled flight completed
b.mwwmmtugtplortoﬁu inspection
¢. Thoughts of general preparation for the inspec ,

an attempt to eject prior to | '

- (1) LCDR MEADER's lack of
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